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The study of human language is, in large part, an empirical enterprise. So it is no surprise that philosophers of language are becoming increasingly interested in experimental data and the methods used to obtain those data. This has led to rapid growth in the literature on experimental philosophy of language, out of which two broad research programmes can be distinguished. The positive programme involves the collection and use of experimental data to help formulate and support various semantic and pragmatic hypotheses. The negative programme involves the collection and use of experimental data to undermine the more traditional armchair methodologies for theorising about language and, in particular, reference. In mainstream philosophy of language, the negative programme has attracted more attention than the positive.
Advances in Experimental Philosophy of Language (henceforth Advances) collects together eight new papers, along with a brief introduction. While all of the individual papers are high quality contributions to the field, as a collection they accomplish something more interesting. Together, they indicate that the literature in experimental philosophy of language is undergoing a shift in focus away from the negative programme and towards the positive programme.
For example, Michael Devitt's previous work in the area has principally engaged with the negative programme. In his contribution to Advances, he draws out his case that theories of reference should be experimentally tested using elicited production, and proceeds to outline his own attempt (with Wesley Buckwalter and Kate Devitt) to perform such tests. Devitt takes these attempts to be unsuccessful-due to difficulties in determining whether participants were using certain words with their ordinary meanings or in 'implicit scare quotes'-, so he closes by urging that '[w]e need experiments to control for this worry' (p. 55).
Similarly, Daniel Cohnitz has previously focused largely on the negative programme. And, in his contribution to Advances, he likewise uses his earlier work to motivate a foray into the positive programme. In contrast to Devitt, however, Cohnitz does not conduct any experiments of his own.
Rather, he provides examples of eye-tracking experiments from the psycholinguistic literature that, he claims, avoid certain methodological problems that he associates with surveys of intuitions-viz. that surveys fail to indicate both whether participants are reporting semantic interpretations or 'laytheories of reference' (p. 100), and whether participants are reporting speaker reference or semantic reference. Cohnitz urges philosophers of language to use such techniques to obtain the 'raw data' (p. 104) relevant to theories of reference.
2 Sören Häggqvist and Åsa Wikforss critically discuss the negative programme with regard to the reference of proper names, before turning to natural kind terms. They argue that Putnam's and Kripke's thought experiments do not suffice to establish a Millian account of natural kind terms, urging that empirical evidence is required. They then discuss experimental data from the literature, as well as data from the history of science, arguing that the data in fact suggest a cluster theory for natural kind terms. Second, Martí discusses two studies in the literature, arguing that they are compatible with a Kripkean causal-historical picture of reference. However, one of those studies is used by Häggqvist and Wikforss to tentatively support a cluster theory of reference, and the other is taken by Pinillos to support an ambiguity theory. Without engagement between the papers, it is neither clear whether the authors disagree with each other nor what, if they do disagree, the key points of tension are.
Other contributions to
Third, Deutsch criticises the common assumption that the standard methodology in the philosophy of language involves using intuitions as evidence, highlighting Devitt as a main offender.
Yet Devitt baldly states that the standard methodology 'simply tests theories of reference against philosophers' referential intuitions' (p. 31), and other contributions largely assume the same. The reader would benefit from a critical discussion of Deutsch's contribution somewhere in the collection.
Overall, Advances is a welcome addition to an already thriving literature. As the papers largely build upon work published elsewhere, it is perhaps not the best option as an introduction to the literature nor as the basis of a graduate class. Regardless, anyone with a research interest in experimental philosophy of language should read it-if only to see how theorists are increasingly thinking about the importance of the positive programme in experimental philosophy of language.
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